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Under such a system the administrator in the country of the
domicil would seek the co-operation of administrators in every
other country, so that the assets wherever situated would be
removed to the domicil, where creditors of all countries would
have to appear. Such co-operation, which was formerly recog-
nized on the Continent, is not common at the present day.1
The obvious objection to it is that the domicil may not be the
place where the debtor has carried on his main business or
where his assets are mostly situated.

The doctrine of unity is certainly no part of English law. Unity
Though the theoretical convenience of submitting to the forum ru^not
of the  domicil  has  been judicially admitted,2 there  is  not recognized
a single case in which the court has stayed bankruptcy pro- m En&lalld
ceedings in England on that ground alone. There is, no doubt,
jurisdiction to do so, but it is a jurisdiction which will not be
exercised unless there is some other weighty reason, such as the
absence of assets in England, for taking so drastic a step. On
the other hand, the court has a general jurisdiction to sanction
an agreement between an English and a foreign trustee in
bankruptcy, providing for the pooling of all assets and for their
rateable distribution between the English and foreign creditors.3

Again, the Bankruptcy Act, 1914, provides that all British
courts, wherever situated, shall act in aid of and be auxiliary to
each other.4 If one British court requests the aid of another, the
latter may exercise such jurisdiction as either court could exer-
cise in its own country with regard to similar matters.

Submission to the country in which proceedings are first started.
This rule of priority, which is that proceedings later in time (t)
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must be used merely to assist the distribution of the estate by tnne of

the administrator first appointed, has been described as the
only logical conclusion to be drawn from the existing practice,5
but it has found no favour with English judges,6 If there is to
be one principal administration, it ought to be either in the
place where the assets are chiefly situated, or, in the case of a
trader, in the place where the debtor has his chief business
establishment, neither of which facts may be true of the
country in which proceedings are first started.

1  Westlake, p. 163.

2  In re Artola Hermanos, supra, fer Lord Coleridge, at p. 645.

3  In re P. Macfadyen & Co., [1908] i K.B. 675.                        4 S. 122.
.  s  Piggott, Foreign Judgments (2nd ed.), p. 337.

6 In re Artola Hermanos (1890), 20 QJBJX 640, at p. 649.